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DETAILED ACTION 

A. This action is responsive to the following communications: Amendment filed 
02/05/2007. This action is made FINAL 

B. Claims 1-10 are pending in the case. Claims 1-10 are amended. 

C/a/7n Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with 
the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter that was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in 
the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession 
of the claimed invention. Not supported material: "the first status condition is an active 
control..." and "the second status is an inactive control..." (Page 5, lines 16-28), and 
"...to a fourth mode of operation..." (Page 8, lines 24-33 and page 9, lines 1-8). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(a) the invention was known or used by others in this country, or patented or described in a printed 
publication in this or a foreign country, before the invention thereof by the applicant for a patent. 
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2. Claims 1-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(a) as being anticipated by 
Messinger, Frederic P. (7,000,187 B2). 

As for independent claim 1 , Messinger teaches a method for control of an operator- 
controlled system by a user, comprising the steps of (col. 4, lines 59-60): providing a 
graphical user interface (20) in a first mode of operation (fig.2, the initial display 
providing choices to the user of task to be selected), wherein a first control element is 
shown (col. 6, line 1 ); receiving an invocation by the user representative of a request for 
the functionality of the first control element (col.6, lines 4-5); determining the current 
status condition of the first control element (64) among a predetermined plurality of 
status conditions which includes an inactive control element condition and an active 
control element condition (col. 8, lines 25-50; wherein controls can be grey-out(inactive 
and highlighted (active)); in response to an invocation of the functionality of a the first 
control element when the current status of the control element is a respective first status 
condition (clicked/selected from user) among the predetermined plurality of status 
conditions (col. 7, line 5), changing the graphical user interface to a second mode of 
operation (showing steps to task, 82, 400 and col.7, line 8), wherein context-sensitive 
help information is provided in the graphical user interface (50, 410c, fig.6A and col.6, 
lines 45); providing, the second control element being operable to enable the user to 
select an automated procedure (automated by handled by predefined code for 
interpreting the users selections to give a degree of functionally to the task selected by 
the user: fcol.7, line 58 and 61 ) so as to change the current status of the control 
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element to a second status condition in the predetermined plurality of status conditions 
(col.8, lines 35-38, being checked off and/or other graphical representations noted); in 
response to receiving invocation of the automated procedure, performing the automated 
procedure so as to cause the status of the first control element to be changed to the 
second status condition; and in response to completion of the automated procedure and 
in event that the first status condition is an active control element condition, changing 
the graphical user interface to a third mode of operation, wherein the requested 
functionality (smurf detection) of the first control element is made available to the user 
(280 and col.8, lines 51-52; smurf detection has degree of functionality once completed 
through the steps hence made available condition). 

As for dependent claim 2, Messinger teaches the method of claim 1, wherein the first 
status condition is an active control element condition (280, col.8, lines 35-38 and 51- 
52; current step was activated by user input) and the second status is an inactive 
control element condition (fig. 9, no steps completed, not active for pertaining function - 
smurf detection), whereupon in response to completion of the automated procedure and 
in the event that the first status condition is an active control element condition, the 
graphical user interface is changed to a fourth mode of operation, wherein the 
requested functionality of the first control element is made unavailable to the user 
(figures 3-8; wherein it is apparent the using differing graphical elements as described in 
corresponding text (col.8) that unavailable options are graphically displayed different 
than those that are apparent such as in figure 13A; the user is directed towards selected 
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options using differing graphical enhancements to the graphical user interface thus 
leading to a "unavailable graphical impression" of certain said control elements). 

As for dependent claim 3, Messinger teaches the method of claim 2, further comprising 
the steps of graphically representing the current status condition of the control element 
in the graphical user interface (col.1 1 , last par. and 42b item is selected when user 
activates functionality with automated procedures). 

As for dependent claim 4, Messinger teaches the method of claim 3, further comprising 
the step of providing a change in the appearance of the control element corresponding 
to the change from the first status condition (Fig.2 not selected, no steps, col. 5, last 
par.) to the second status condition (Fig.13A, Col.11 last par, selected and steps 
displayed for helping). 

As for dependent claim 5, Messinger teaches the method of claim 1 , further comprising 
the step of altering the appearance of at least a portion of the control element to reflect 
the status currently set for the control element relative to the available functionality of 
the control element (Fig.13A, control is graphically distinguished from other controls as 
functionality is defined from the user; col.11, last par.). 

As for dependent claim 6, Messinger teaches the method of claim 5, wherein the 
appearance of at least a portion of the control element is grayed-out during a status 
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condition for the control element of inactive functionality (not highlighted, Fig. 2; col.8, 
lines 35-38 gives an apparent use of graphical distinction for multiple uses including the 
present). 

As for dependent claim 7, Messinger teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein the 
context-sensitive help indicates a basis for the first status condition of the control 
element (in relation to 42b selected to 50 being shown when calls graphical overlays; 
col.7, lines 5-15). 

As for dependent claim 8, Messinger teaches the method of claim 1 , further comprising 
the step of providing a third control element operable by the user for rejecting the 
prompt and for causing the graphical user interface to return to the first mode of 
operation (apparent the user could just call another task (42a) from the task list (43) as 
shown in 1 3A where block (400) is depicted with (43)). 

As for dependent claim 9, Messinger teaches the method of claim 1 , wherein the 
invocation of the functionality of the control element is performed by operation of a 
cursor-based input system (col. 5, line 50). 

As for dependent claim 10, Messinger teaches the method of claim 1, wherein the 
invocation of the functionality of the control element is performed by operation of a 
touch screen input system (col. 5, line 50). 
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It is noted that any citation to specific, pages, columns, lines, or figures in the prior art references 
and any interpretation of the references should not be considered to be limiting in any way. A 
reference is relevant for all it contains and may be relied upon for all that it would have reasonably 
suggested to one having ordinary skill in the art. In re Heck, 699 F.2d 1331, 1332-33, 216 USPQ 
1038, 1039 (Fed. Cir. 1983) (Quoting In re Lemelson, 397 F.2d 1006,1009, 158 USPQ 275, 277 (CCPA 
1968)). 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 02/05/2007 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

• Applicant argues Messinger does not teach a first status condition, nor a 
second status condition is an active condition and that Messinger makes no 
distinction between the two. 

• Examiner disagrees with the applicant. The step 1 of n steps is to be 
completed the user cannot switch between steps they must be proceeded in 
order thus making active and inactive control elements (figure 9; 280; col. 8). 
As well Messinger teaches guiding the user through the steps mentioned 
above to make a inactive function active thus providing the user guided 
instructions to perform an inactive control elements to turn on a functionality 
(smurf detection) the above mentioned can be used in reverse order to shut 
off a functionality as an apparent method in the reading to those skilled in the 
art. Of course Messinger does not describe the applicants invention word by 
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word using the applicants own exact words, it should be appreciated the 
related functionality of the Messinger encompasses the proposed claimed 
invention. 

• Applicant argues the functionality of amended claim 2 as not being taught by 
Messenger (page 8, par. 3 and page 9 of amendment). 

• Examiner makes note that amended claim 2 now directs itself to new matter 
not supported by the specification, arguments directed towards amended 
claim 2 will not be discussed. Not supported material: "the first status 
condition is an active control..." and "the second status is an inactive 
control..." (Page 5, lines 16-28), and "...to a fourth mode of operation..." 
(Page 8, lines 24-33 and page 9, lines 1-8); Examiner would still disagrees if 
the claim was valid (no new matter entered to amended claim) for reasons as 
mentioned in the rejected amended claim 2 above and argument of claim 1 
above in relation to what is active and inactive by Messinger. 



Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
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mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 



Inquires 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Nicholas Augustine whose telephone number is 571- 
270-1056. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday: 7:30- 5:00. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Weilun Lo can be reached on 571-272-4847. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Nicholas Augustine 
Examiner / 
AU:2179 / 



N. Augustine 
4/21/2007 



